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Closely related to this neeessary ecologieaI decisonmaking is the strategy and evaluation
associated with improving water storage and conveyance for human purposes~, In essence, by
failing to define the factual basis for proposals and failing to demonstrate a relationship between
proposed action and potential results and between pfindpal elements of the Program, creates an
inherent inability to appropriately assess results and reasonableness. The Program implementation
resulting from the PEIS evaluation cannot be a random series of actions. The Program must have
and the PEIS must analyze some overall strategy and prioritization based on objective standards
or criteria.

While broad programmatic goals can and should be established, the Program and PEIS analysis
must acknowledge the very real limitations of fact before us. An incremental process of gaining
necessary knowledge and executing a Program based on that aeecu:.ng information in a fashion
that builds upon itself (some may call this "adaptive") may be what the CalFed Program requires.
This is particularly salient given the evolving state of knowledge and interactive nature of the
principal CalFed objectives of ecological and water supply improvement and sustainabilky. These
objectives must be analyzed jointly and severally as their respective fundarneutal purposes are not
identical, but their ultimate execution must be compatible (if not synergistic).

:Further it is necessary to acknowledge the necessarily and vastly different timelines of
development and implementation of the CalFed Program elements as well as the limitations of
analysis and conclusion at this point in the process. In this light, we would suggest that the
CalFed Program and Draft PEIS focus its evaluation of Program costs and benefits not from the
perspective that the whole Program and the interaction of its elements is witkin the grasp of
current knowledge and analysis, but rather from the perspective that Program dements must be
first evaluated for cost and benefit separately and based on facts arid reality be, fore an integrat~t
and more hypothetical programmatic evaluation can occur. In this manner, a proper evaluation of
ecological improvement actions and alternatives can occur -- as can appropriate evaluation of
water supply improvement actions and alternatives.

Selection of a Preferred Alternative will result in the choice of a path (not necessarily a concretely
chosen plan of action, but a more general direction) for each element, with additional analysis of
how those elements interact. Implementation of basic Program elements (such as activities to
protect and benefit species of concern, and engineering a.nalysis of water supply infrastructure)
will thus be more quickly execute~l on fact and merit. It is ineoneei;cable that there is not several
years of such basic work that can and should be done. These initial phases of work would be the
foundation for any Call:ed "solution" ultimately chosen or arrived at during the next 50 years.

I On this point, th¢ CalFed Program appears to be premit~tz! on ideas such as, "The Strategic Plan of CalFed is to
be a guide for achieving a reasonable level of ’eeosystera quality’ for the Sacramento-San Joaquin estua~’ arid its
watershed ~n a way that still allows sufficient water to be available to drive the diverse Cal~J-orn~a economy"
(emphasis added). Ecological inaproverncnt and water supply and water qualily improvement car, not be viewed in
this outdated man~er as being in a mutually exclus~w anti inwrse relationship. In fact, it is precisely this kind of
thinking that CalFed was intended to move beyond in the "g~ berber together" fashion.
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FinaIly, t~e ~pe an~ speNfiN~ ~ the PEIS aetion~ mu~t be ~n~i~tent t~ be re~onably ~d
prudently ev~uated. For i~g~, Mth th~ si~fi~t interrelationsNp be~n Pro~am
el~ents, it would be ina~ropriate to d~ib~ a Pro~ or Prefe~ ~t~ative in the PEIS
that fo~ses ~most ~clusively on ~lo~c~ ben~t a~ties and does n~ fi~y ~d ad~uately
¯ ~dr~s water supply ~d wRter qu~ity ~provem~t obj~ives and solutions ~ a co-equal rather
th~ dependent elements. To aRempt to describe ~d analyze the tot~i~ of the C~ "solution"

¯ bdore even ~o~ng (or u~ng best av~lable sci~tif!c information ~d t~g ~ educated ~ess
on) w~t ~e available ~edie~ts ~e is an in~tnfion to ~n~ dimster -- or at ~e v~ least,
eon~u~ ~a~ion ~- ~ ~eompl~eness md inconsistency of pu~ose md obj~ive ~ves up
~speefive ~eholders’ risk factors and ~suranee n~demmds.
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